in so doing, also create security both socially and economically. Protecting residential property values becomes nearly as important as physical safety. 1 An accurate portrait of who lives in gated communities and why they choose these places is important to the public policy debate over community development. In some markets, a significant share of affordable rental housing is gated (for an example, see Figure 1 ). Many moderate-income households pick gated communities for reasons that remain not entirely clear. The easy guess is that they have safety concerns, but an underlying motivation may be that the gates signal a higher level of amenity and status than comparable nongated developments. If residents select gated apartments primarily for safety reasons, that could signal a retreat from community engagement and result in what Blakely and Snyder (1997) describe as "enclaves of fear" (p. 99). In such places, the relatively less disadvantaged turn their backs on neighbors by hiding behind gates. But if the primary selling point for downscale gated communities is that they are packaged with pools and other amenities then the motivation may be a lifestyle choice rather than fear. This is an important distinction for public policy makers because the first motivation signals a potential loss of community while the latter indicates a consumer choice that may not represents a desire to exclude others.
Therefore the answer to our question, "security versus status?" speaks to the larger meaning of gated communities. Should planners and policy makers concern themselves that the rise of gated communities signals a fundamental shift in the nature of neighborhood life? Perhaps they should, but only after a careful examination of why such places attract residents. We find that the new AHS data offers a starting point in answering basic questions about gated communities that until now have mostly been speculated on. The AHS for the first time provides baseline data, which in itself includes the counterintuitive finding that gated communities are more prevalent among downscale renter than upscale owner markets. The data also provides insight (albeit limited) into what causes people to choose gated communities and, correspondingly, what implications these motivations have for those concerned with understanding neighborhood change.
᭤ Background
Residential "fortification" is an underlying theme of previous research on gated communities. Typical gated communities are entirely surrounded by physical walls with gates, and sometimes restrict entry with guards or other means of access control. Enclave communities are removed from the main road and built with a cohesive feeling but lack unbroken physical barriers (Langdon 1994) . Enclosed, or security zone, communities (Blakely and Snyder 1997) are created when once-public streets are blocked off to create a private community. Enclosed or enclave communities have also been retrofit with perimeter walls with a guardhouse or gate after the initial construction. Another permutation is the "blockhome"-an individual home with security devices well beyond the average security system (Flusty 1997) . This article examines gated communities, both with and without access control.
According to the literature, households more frequently choose gated housing for security and prestige. The aims of security and prestige appear vastly different, but they are not mutually exclusive and neither aim is principally associated with household income level. These two desires do not appear to have much in common, but they do have common themes, including physical control, psychological benefits, and protection from crime. The ability to control the physical environment is one of a gated community's most powerful abilities. By reducing and screening through traffic, prestige communities create an exclusionary status, and security communities reduce the perceived risk of intruders and criminals. A gate or a guard creates an image of either a privileged land or perimeter that is difficult to breach (Flusty 1997) . Gated communities can also control the social environment both directly and indirectly. Indirectly, house prices and location control community entry, effectively restricting certain groups or segregating the community by class and race (Judd 1995; Blakely and Snyder 1997) . Affluent Americans have employed a number of devices to control housing practices in the past, particularly restrictive covenantsagreements concerning individual ability to purchase property that was conveyed with the house-and large lot, minimum house size, and minimum frontage zoning (Higley 1995) . Unlike real estate covenants of the past, gated community restrictions are legal and are rarely challenged for being discriminatory.
By excluding unwanted persons or activities, gates are an effective way to protect property values. Almost all gated communities have homeowners' associations to protect property values by controlling their neighborhood environment (Fischel 2000; Lang 2003 ). Blakely and Snyder (1997) characterize gated or walled communities as a means for moderate to upper income homeowners to separate themselves economically, socially, and psychically from low-income, minority households. Walls and gates prevent intrusions associated with crime, drugs, vandalism, and disregard for public or private property. In so doing, walls and gates create social and economic security and project a desired image.
Gated communities offer psychological benefits for some households. The gate is an affirmation of social status to affluent households and provides a way to keep out the unknown. The gate is a reminder of the unpredictability of the world outside the gates (Guterson 1992) . Gates symbolically remove a community from the outside world and all of its troubles (Judd 1995) . Although residents may actually be no safer inside the gates, residents in gated communities report that they feel less safe when outside of their communities (Low 2001) .
Gated communities are marketed as safer, but are they really? The few studies on this topic are mixed. Newman (1980) reported a decline in crime on private streets as compared to public streets in St. Louis, while others suggest that there is no difference Blakely and Snyder 1997) . With the emphasis on security, it is important to know, Is the prevalence of crime rising, or is the actual incidence magnified? Crime rates are going down, but fear of crime is rising (Colvard 1997) . With intense media coverage and contradicting statistics, the perception of crime can increase regardless of actual changes in crime rates (Glassner 1999) . For instance, polls show that Americans are increasingly afraid of being the victim of crimes in both public and private spaces (Lofland 1998) . Current information specific to location and situation is rarely available. Research in this regard suggests that targeted information can reduce inflated perceptions of crime (Stone 1996) .
Gated communities may deter crime by using some of the crime prevention through environmental design (CPTED) concepts. It is generally believed that crime reduction can occur through group behavior and environmental changes (Newman 1972) . Gating is "target hardening," making the potential target much more difficult to access (Crowe 1991) . However, this access restriction simultaneously affects the legitimate users of the environment. Engaging the community is paramount, and enclosing or restricting areas makes residents feel responsible for the area, drawing them together through shared responsibility-by having more "eyes on the street" (Jacobs 1961 ). Yet gates may counterintuitively make communities less safe. Once the responsibility for vigilance has passed to a hired security force or an electronic code system, neighbors may be less likely to keep watch on suspicious people or activities in the neighborhood (Lang and Danielsen 1997; Blakely and Snyder 1997) .
Media accounts and academic research has referred to lowincome gated communities as security zones. Many have been retrofit on significant decline (National Public Radio 1995; Financial Times 1997; Low 1997; Davis 1990 ). One of the few studies to address low-income gated communities looked at the difference between low-and high-income gated and nongated communities in terms of safety and "sense of community" (Wilson-Doenges 2000). For high-income households, gated communities, contrary to commonly held perceptions, had a lower sense of community. 2 In addition, there was no reported difference in the sense of community between low-income gated and nongated communities. While crime rates differ little between gated and nongated communities in low-and high-income neighborhoods, low-income households did not report any difference in perception of safety or community cohesion. The high-income groups did not report differences by day, but at night, the high-income gated community residents reported feeling safer than their nongated counterparts. The high-income gated residents also felt that their neighborhood was safer than other neighborhoods, even though there were no differences in actual crime rates
Security versus Status ᭣ 283
between neighborhoods. The low-income communities did not report any comparative safety differences. Gated communities are paradoxical. They are marketed as close-knit communities while effectively reducing the interaction between neighbors. Internally, they are hotbeds of volunteerism, yet they may reduce civic engagement in the larger community (Lang and Danielsen 1997) . There is no clear consensus on whether they reduce crime or protect property values. Much of the evidence on these topics is anecdotal and contradictory. Developers and planners also contend that gates can increase a feeling of community (Blakely and Snyder 1997) , despite research that suggests otherwise (WilsonDoenges 2000; Merry 1993 ). Related to this is the gated residents' disengagement from the local community and involvement only in issues relevant to their immediate community (Lang and Danielsen 1997) .
Closing off previously public streets and building new gated communities can restrict public community space to those that live in the gated community. The newly private spaces are sometimes "militarized" with cameras and other security devices (Davis 1990, 223-63; Judd 1995) . New communities are built with private roads, swimming pools, meeting areas, and other amenities that are not open for public use. Many walled or gated neighborhoods are selected because of these amenities and for privacy, however, not the feeling of community (Merry 1993) . Some research suggests that the desire for privacy increases with household income. Consequently, by choosing higher levels of protection, residents also forgo typical levels of neighborhood social interaction. Social control is no longer exercised by direct face-to-face contact, but instead by authority figures, usually a private security force employed by the association.
The role of social control was historically more personal, with neighborhood forums compared to today's guards and association board pronouncements (Baumgartner 1988) . This is likely a reflection of the self-selection of residents who value privacy and wish to restrict certain social contact, as well as dissolution of community. Some do not care about their neighbor's opinions so much as they want to avoid being fined or face lawsuits for not abiding by the association rules. Sending a security guard to complain about a neighbor's barking dog avoids the risk of a negative confrontation.
᭤ Research Approach
While much of the discussion surrounding gated communities focuses on perceived civic and social costs of exclusive and homogenous neighborhoods, little research has attempted to distinguish household types that reside in these types of communities. One explanation for this is that until the 2001 AHS, no nationwide household data existed that would allow such distinctions. Using survey responses from questions that characterize household types, unit types, community types, residential location, mobility status, along with indicators of residential preferences are analyzed to determine whether security or status are effective predictors of who lives behind walls and who does not. Drawing from the previous research, we hypothesize that indicators of status will play a significant role in distinguishing households living in gated communities. In addition, we expect that indicators of safety may be more important for low-income renters, especially those in urban core areas.
᭤ Methods
The 2001 AHS added forty new questions ranging from types of home financing, country of origin for household members, and community attributes of residential locations. For the first time, the national sample included questions to distinguish gated communities, two of which are
• Is your community surrounded by walls or fences preventing access by persons other than residents?
• Does access to your community require a special entry system such as entry codes, key cards, or security guard approval?
Using responses from these two questions, we examine the characteristics of households that live in "walled" or "access controlled" communities. This analysis segments these households by tenure status, race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, and household composition relative to walled and access controlled communities.
The responses to these questions are first used to profile the households by neighborhood types and also to detect the primary differences between homeowners in gated communities, homeowners in nongated communities, renters in gated communities, and renters in nongated communities. If gates or walls surrounding communities provide safety, security, or other psychological benefits, it should be reflected in the responses provided about neighborhood quality, preference, and satisfaction. The attractiveness and benefit of particular amenities should also be expressed in the household responses for reasons that the current residential unit and neighborhood were selected.
Along with descriptive statistics, a discriminant analysis was performed to distinguish the four household types on the basis of thirty-four selected variables from the AHS. Discriminant
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analysis produces linear combinations of the independent variables to predict group (tenure and community type) membership. We hypothesized that the resulting discriminant functions would provide useful insights about the distinguishing characteristics between gated and nongated households as well as by ownership status. We anticipated that the factors related to status, such as unit size, unit and neighborhood design, community facilities, school quality, and construction quality, would be more strongly associated with gated homeowners. On the other hand, we expect that factors related to safety, such as levels of neighborhood crime, abandoned buildings, barred windows, broken windows, and neighborhood cleanliness, would be associated with gated renters.
᭤ Results
Of the 119,116,517 housing units represented by the AHS, 106,406,951 were occupied year-round, with 7,058,427 (5.9 percent) households reporting that they lived in communities surrounded by walls or fences and 4,013,665 (3.4 percent) households reporting that access to their communities was controlled by some means. 3 Only respondents who said they lived in a walled or fenced community answered the survey question about controlled access, which means that nearly 60 percent of the walled or gated communities also had controlled entries (i.e., gates). The percentages of walled or controlled-access communities vary by region of the country, with households in the West having a higher likelihood of living in walled communities (11.1 percent), followed by the South (6.8 percent), the Northeast (3.1 percent), and the Midwest (2.1 percent). One explanation for the regional distribution of walled and gated communities is that they are more prevalent in new construction, with significant amounts of new residential development in the West and South. The regional concentration of walled and gated households is also reflected at the metropolitan scale (see Table 1 ).
Owner versus Renter Household Characteristics
Contrary to the notion that primarily affluent homeowners live in gated communities, the results of the AHS survey show that renters are nearly 2.5 times more likely to live in walled or fenced communities and over 3 times as likely to have controlled entries. These renters include households in public housing projects, which often have walled and gated design elements. The survey data also show that owners and renters have significantly different demographic profiles, with owners more likely to be white compared to renters (86.4 percent compared to 67.1 percent), to have higher incomes ($73,548 compared to $35,831) , to have older heads of households (fifty-two years old compared to forty-two years old), and to have slightly larger households (2.7 persons compared to 2.3 persons). Tables 2, 3 , and 4 provide a comparison of household characteristics relative to tenure status. Table 5 shows these household characteristics across the income groups (quartiles), which indicate that higher income households are actually less likely to live in walled or gated communities compared to lower income households. Higher income households are also predominantly white, younger, and have more persons than the lower income groups.
Community Types
Examining community types across the dimensions of race, ethnicity, and tenure status shows that Hispanics, whether homeowners or renters, are more likely to live in walled or controlled entry communities than whites or blacks. In contrast, black homeowners are the least likely group to live in either type of community, with the rates for black renters falling between those of white and Hispanic households (see Table 6 ).
The question arises about why there are smaller proportions of blacks living in walled or controlled access communities. Is it a function of the housing market not providing adequate choice for this segment of the population (affluent blacks) or simply an aversion to walled or gated communities? To test this, a subsample that included only responses from the Atlanta, Baltimore, Birmingham, Detroit, Memphis, and Washington, DC, metropolitan areas was analyzed. While blacks constitute 12.5 percent of the nation's households, in these metropolitan areas, they represent nearly 30 percent. It would seem that affluent blacks would have a Security versus Status ᭣ 285 Table 7 shows the descriptive statistics for the thirty-four selected variables and the four classes of household types. As expected, there are several clear differences among tenure status, as well as gated status. Compared to renters, homeowners are more likely to be married, affluent, white, and residing in suburban locations. Homeowners also reported having fewer instances of bothersome neighbors, less crime, and fewer abandoned buildings, litter, and barred windows compared to renters. Homeowners were less likely to be near industrial land uses but more likely to be near mobile home sites. Land-use zoning and the locational preferences of homeowners explain being further from factories and industrial sites. Mobile homes Security versus Status ᭣ 287 a. "Marital Status" is a dichotomous variable where married = 1 and unmarried = 0.
are also more likely to be located away from central cities at the urban fringe or outlying areas. It is surprising to note that homeowners (especially gated homeowners) did not report school quality, unit design, exterior appearance, or quality of construction as significantly different locational factors compared to the other household types. In fact, for gated homeowners, good schools, unit size, and unit appearance were not as important as they were for gated renters, nor was obtaining a higher quality unit a major factor in homeowner's reasons for moving to their current location. Overall, gated homeowners separate themselves from poor quality residential environments by choosing neighborhoods that have fewer physical signs of deterioration like broken windows, trash, and barred windows. While renters reported that they perceived higher levels of crime where they lived compared to homeowners, there was virtually no difference reported between gated and nongated homeowners in this regard. In addition, gated households reported that neighborhood police protection (used to measure perceptions of safety) was satisfactory slightly more often than did nongated households, whether they were homeowners or renters.
While it is difficult to directly observe the degree to which status plays a role in location patterns, we expected that the physical appearance of the housing or neighborhood would emerge as a consistent set of indirect measures. The survey results suggest that residence size, design, and appearance were often as important for renters as they were for homeowners. And while it was expected that gated households would feel safer with respect to crime, there was no significant difference reported between gated and nongated homeowners, with gated renters reporting higher levels of concern for crime compared to nongated renters. There was also virtually no difference in the perception of police protection across tenure or gated status.
Discriminant Analysis
The discriminant analysis included the thirty-four independent variables shown in Table 7 , with household type (gated homeowners, nongated homeowners, gated renters, and nongated renters) as the criterion variable. The independent variables fell into three general categories that represented demographic characteristics and safety considerations. The model was able to correctly classify approximately 71 percent of more than 100 million households observations. In the first function (gated homeowners), six demographic variables had the strongest explanatory power (see Table 8 ). These results serve to reinforce the stereotype of gated homeowners as being married, affluent, white, and living in the suburbs. It was anticipated that the variables associated with status would play a more substantial role, especially for this group. The variables related to the size of the unit, room layout/design, neighborhood appearance, landscaping, view, and school quality were negatively correlated with the likelihood of being a homeowner in a gated community, contrary to what was expected. In terms of the perception of safety variables, gated homeowners were less likely to be concerned about crime and had less neighborhood trash or junk and fewer buildings with bars on the windows near them. The second and third functions do not exhibit patterns of discriminant loadings as clearly as the first function.
᭤ Discussion
This article presents the first analysis of AHS data that included survey responses about households in walled and gated communities. One notable finding was the prevalence of low-income, racial minority renters reporting that they lived in walled or gated residential developments. This represents a departure from even the most recent literature profiling the characteristics of gated communities (see Low 2003) . With these findings, we expected that residential preferences would play a significant role in distinguishing patterns of residential location type. In particular, we hypothesized that variables associated with security and status would differentiate gated homeowners from nongated homeowners, gated renters, and nongated renters. This was not, however, supported by the descriptive statistics or discriminant analysis presented here.
Despite the results of the discriminant analysis that show demographic variables explaining a high degree of variation among household types compared to expressed preferences for residential unit or community characteristics associated with perceived security or social status, obviously, demographic characteristics are endogenous and highly correlated with residential opportunity and preferences. Additional research is needed to untangle these dimensions to better understand the motivations of households that choose walled or gated residential environments.
The results of the analysis also prompt a reexamination of what it means to be "walled" or "fenced" and how it affects residential space. Walled or fenced communities are usually depicted as a function of affluence or exclusivity, whereas the opposite may actually be more accurate. Mobile home parks and public housing projects are typically enclosed spaces, but these barriers do not effectively provide increased safety or any measure of status.
The implications of this research will likely extend beyond the demographic differences among gated and nongated households over time. While issues of housing affordability, satisfaction, and choice are implicit to examining residential location behavior, increased personal safety and security concerns may also be a more prominent factor given the events of September 11, 2001, and threats of terrorist attacks. Additional data from subsequent AHS surveys and other survey research efforts can be used to test whether safety concerns will be reflected in residential development and patterns of household demand.
The first journalistic account based on these preliminary findings revealed some interesting case accounts from residents of rental gated communities. Haya El Nasser (2002), in a cover story for USA Today, found that safety was just one dimension of why people chose to live in these places. In conversations with residents of rental gated communities in suburban New Orleans, El Nasser reported the following:
Gated access is "a safety issue not so much from criminal elements," says Henry Shane, president of an architectural firm in New Orleans that has developed 25 gated apartment complexes, including some for moderate-income renters. "It limits the amount of people who can come in."
That's what drew waitress Gina Rojas to one of Shane's developments. Harper's Ferry is not fancy. But the iron gates at all the entrances give it a tidy look and discourage outsiders from parking in spaces reserved for tenants or littering the grounds. (p. A2)
In their fieldwork for an upcoming book on fast-growing suburbs, Lang and Lefurgy (forthcomimg) found that a key Security versus Status ᭣ 289 reason why so many gated rental communities appear in the suburbs is that these places are acceptable to middle-income homeowners. Gated rental communities blend seamlessly into places dominated by master-planned community development. This community acceptance of affordable gated renters resulted in the city of Moreno Valley, California, requiring that all new multifamily housing be gated (see, e.g., Figure 2 ). In addition to further statistical work, researchers should now focus on ethnographic and descriptive analyses of rental gated communities, especially those in the suburbs. These places have so far gone largely unstudied, despite the fact that the majority of gated community residents live in rental units. Our own preliminary read of rental gated communities (and El Nasser's work) hints at a myriad of motivational forces behind a preference for these types of units. We suspect that a major factor may be that gated rental developments signify "middle-class" respectability that distinguishes these places from typical suburban garden apartments. As noted above, it may even be that the gates are bundled with a host of other amenities (such as pools) that give these developments a higher quality of life than the nongated apartment complexes. An ethnographic account of rental gated communities is needed to uncover the complicated forces that lie behind the decision to live in these places.
Finally, because 2001 was the first year that questions on gated communities were included on the AHS, there is no way to determine whether the increasing popularity of these places is tending toward a more racially integrated mix of residents. The 2001 AHS provides the first national glimpse at these patterns, and subsequent national and metropolitan surveys will be useful for detecting these trends.
